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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 24 January 2005 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) (3 Claim(s) 1 and 3-12 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IE Claim(s) 1.3-12 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 16 April 2002 is/are: a)[3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

1 2) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Claims 1 and 3 - 12 are pending. 

2. 35 USC § 1 12 rejections withdrawn due to cancellation of claim. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments, see pages 5 and 6, filed 1/24/05, with respect to claim 1 as 
amended have been fully considered. Upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is 
made in view of Robotham and Anderson as necessitated by the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 3 - 5, 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robotham et al. (US 6704024) in view of Anderson et al. (US 6785019). 

Regarding claim L Robotham teaches a system, comprising: 

a computing resource 22 accessible to a plurality of clients 24 (plurality shown in Fig. 
4) via a communication network 18; 

a storage service (mass storage 6 and server memory 4 work together as a storage 
service) operating on the computing resource 22 configured to store unrendered image data 
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(data 12 before being rendered - the data sent by the client can be any type of data to be 
rendered, including data corresponding to scenes, col. 4 lines 17-18); and 

a rendering service (shown in Fig. 1 as rendering function for data 12, later shown as 
rendering function 48 in later figures; note Fig. 3) operating on the computing resource 22 
configured to process the unrendered image data 12 to generate rendered images, 

wherein the rendering service 48 processes the unrendered image data 12 responsive 
to requests from the clients (col. 7 lines 34-35 teach computing resource 22 servicing client 
requests), communicated over said communications network 18, based on rendering 
parameters determined in accordance with the client requests (col. 3 line 55 teaches 
rendering based on parameters and col. 9 lines 37-39 and col. 26 lines 19-22 teach that these 
parameters are in accordance with client requests). 

Robotham does not specifically teach that the unrendered data comprising a raw image 
data representation of a scene as obtained by a camera sensor system. 

Anderson teaches that raw, unrendered image data from a camera is a type of data that 
has the need to be rendered (digital camera takes and stores raw image data and this image data 
and this data is rendered to be displayed on a LCD to user, Fig. 8, 204, and 208, col. 1 lines 17, 
23, 61, col. 3 line 51, col. 8 lines 34-35). 

Since the origin of most unrendered image data comes from a camera, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the unrendered image data of Robotham can 
comprise a raw image data representation of a scene as obtained by a camera's sensor system. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to take image data from a camera and have it 
rendered to display it for a user (col 3 lines 5-10 and 3 1-45 of Robotham and step 208 of 
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Anderson). This would allow users to view their photos taken on a plurality of different client 
devices. It would also benefit Robotham by using a well-known, reliable method of generating 
unrendered image data. 

Regarding claim 1L which depends from claim 1, Robotham further teaches that the 
rendering service is configured to interact with clients to determine the rendering 
parameters (col. 26 lines 19-30 teach the rendering parameters as being customizable by the 
client to the server interaction'). 

Regarding claim 12 , which depends from claim 1, Robotham further teaches that the 
storage service 4 is configured to receive the unrendered image data 12 from the clients 24 
via the communication network 18 (col. 3 lines 19-21 wherein the client and server exchange 
and share information via the communication network, information including the rendering 
requests associated with client sent unrendered image data). 

Regarding claim 3 , which depends from claim 1, Robotham further teaches: 

the storage service is also configured to store, along with the unrendered image 
data, indications of characteristics of the unrendered image data (col. 10 lines 14-16 teach 
the storage service sending additionally stored characteristic information about the data 12 to the 
client); and 

the rendering service is configured to process the unrendered image data based, at 
least in part, on the indications of characteristics (col. 10 lines 19-20 teach the server utilizing 
characteristic information to interpret the user's action, actions including rendering requests). 

Regarding claims 4 and 5 , which depend from claim 1, Robotham further teaches the 
computing resource 22 processor 4 running the storage service to receive raw image data 
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(discussed in the rejection of claim 2) and process the raw image data into corresponding 
colorimetric data (pixel transform function 50 processes the raw image data into corresponding 
colorimetric data as discussed in cols. 23 and 24 under the subheading of Pixel Transformation 
Function - specifically the color-space conversion in col. 23 line 52), which is then stored 
along with the raw image data as unrendered image data in the storage service (memory 4) 
for rendering at a later time (also shown in Fig. 3 as shared server data 56 that is rendered in 
rendering function 48). 

5. Claims 6 3 7, 9, 10, and 13 are rejected under 35 US.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robotham and Anderson as applied to claim 1 and further in view of Uda et al. (US 6515758). 

Regarding claim 6 . which depends from claim 1, Robotham teaches all of the limitations 
of parent claim 1 . And while Robotham teaches a client/server networked environment for the 
rendering of image data, Robotham does not teach a printing service operating on the 
computing resource configured to generate tangible embodiments corresponding to the 
rendered images. 

Uda teaches a client/server networked environment for the printing of image data 
including a printing service (printer server process 107) operating on the computing resource 
(server 102) configured to generate tangible embodiments corresponding to the rendered 
images (col. 4 lines 7-12 and col. 5 lines 54-67, wherein the client instructs the printing service 
to generate tangible embodiments [printed output] corresponding client data sent). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add a printing service to 
the computing resource of Robotham. The motivations for adding printing to a client/server 
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system are well known in the art and include the desire to print image information that the client 
has had rendered that the client is viewing or working with. By having the printing completed at 
the server as well, the client machine is placed with less of a computing burden, which is a stated 
object of Robotham for having processes run on the server (col. 3 lines 31-46 and col. 1 1 lines 
11-57). 

Regarding claim 7 . which depends from claim 6 as it depends from claim 1, Uda further 
teaches that the tangible out embodiments include prints. Printing prints is standard of printers 
104a-104d. 

Regarding claims 9 and 10 . which depend from claim 6 as it depends from claim 1, the 
invention of Uda clearly teaches in the abstract a selection of a printer from the plurality 
corresponding to the characteristics of the image to be printed and the . characteristics of the 
printer (tangible embodiment generation process). The abstract further states that the image 
to be printed is converted 'adjusted' to a desirable representation when the selected printer is not 
capable of handling the image file. Thus the printing service adjusts the print image data 
accordingly. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to perform the adjusting of 
image data based on printer characteristics to the appropriate format in the rendering service 

of Robotham. The motivations for doing so would have been to provide a system where the 
manipulation, of images and files takes place in one step instead of the rendering service rending 
the file followed by the printing service converting it for a printer. Incorporating a single service 
that completes all rendering and conversion would simplify hardware and software. 
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6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Robotham, 
Anderson, and Uda as applied to claim 6 above, and further in view of Erhard et al. (US 
5806420). 

Regarding claim 8 , which depends from claim 6 as it depends from claim 1, while the 
combination teaches a system for storing, rendering and printing image data as discussed above 
in the rejections of claims 1 and 6, the combination does not teach that the printing system can 
format and print the files onto computer-readable media. 

Erhard teaches a printer for printing computer-readable media, in specific, compact 

discs. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the printer of Erhard 
in the printing system of Robotham and Uda. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
allow the user of the client machine to transport the rendered image files to another computing 
system for further viewing, editing, or other picture related task. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US-2002/0191206, Anderson et al., 12-19-2002: teaches a rendering broker server and 

method - please review closely, 
US-20020049852, Lee et al., 4-25-2002: teaches global messaging with distributed 

adaptive streaming control, see specifically paragraph 12. 
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8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 ,1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lucas Divine whose telephone number is 571-272-7432. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Moore can be reached on 571-272-7437. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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